




















Rep. Moss - As a co-sponsor of the request for a GAO audit,
John did not want to comment on the proposal without seeing
the GAO study. He expressed concern over the trend toward

big petroleum companies moving into the other energy areas,
such as uranium enrichment. Chet Holifield is John Moss's

mentor on the JCAE and may be guiding his present views.

Rep. Horton - Frank has done his homework on this issue

but is not committed one way or the other. He expressed
concern over the partnership arrangements in UEA, both as

to the extent of foreign involvement and the personalities
involved in the domestic corporations. He suggests a fixed
timetable for the initiation of the "hedge plan" he made
public as soon as possible. He is also concerned over the
extent to which the JCAE would be able to exercise control
over all contractual agreements which impose burdens or
obligations on the Government. He is categorized as neutral/
leaning against on this issue. He inserted remarks in the
October 9 Congressional Record indicating support for Baker's
proposal for a Government add-on. This statement is
attributed to Ed Bauser, former JCAE staff director, who

now works as a consultant to Horton and who is a strong
advocate of Government ownership.

Rep. Anderson — John is one of the most knowledgeable members
on this subject. He will lead the charge on the minority
(House) side on this issue. He suggests we continue to

brief the members with high-level but low-profile efforts
until the GAO study is out. Then he suggests we bring out
the technical experts to refute the expected unfavorable
report. He is working to reverse Horton's position stated

in the Congressional Record.

Senator Bellmon - Although not a JCAE member, the Senator is
very current on this proposal through his visits to the cen-
trifuge experiment at Oak Ridge and a series of briefings

by UEA and the centrifuge companies. He fully supports the
program and has spoken to Senator Pearson to urge that he
lead the minority side (Senate) on this issue in the face of
a possible Baker fallout. He reports that Senator Pearson
is willing to do so. ERDA-Pearson discussions have been
scheduled. ’




Humphrey - Despite earlier negative comments, the only con-
cern he expressed was over reimbursement to the Government
for technology developed at public expense. He seemed at
least partially satisfied on this by the fact that the
Administration plan calls for royalty payments to the
Government.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

DECISION
WASHINGTON i
November 13, 1975 /45<*
MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON \
FROM: JIM QI}_VANAUG%’ ‘ e
SUBJECT: (ﬁranium Enrichme;;\\\ allo

.\7\7 ) o

I got back to Terry O'Donnell on whether or not the
President talked to Senator Pastore about a possible
meeting. Terry reported that the President said
nothing about a meeting.

I checked the recommended telephone call memo and
found that there is no mention of a possible meeting
(Tab 4).

I called Glenn Schleede, who reports that it's his

impression you deleted discussion of the meeting from

the last draft of our November 10 memo to the President.
o~

a separate request to the

“with Senator Pastore?

Shall we go back wi
President to me

Yes

No

Glenn Schleede is working on a list of possible
witnesses for the December 2 hearing. If the China

trip goes as planned, I would expect Secretary Kissinger
to be with the President in China on December 2.
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT ‘
FROM : JIM CANNONNY, e
SUBJECT : " Uranium ERyichment

Before you meet with Senator Pastore on uranium
enrichment, you asked me to talk with Senator Baker.

Senator Baker recommends that you telephone Senator
Pastore and ask Pastore and Baker to come to the
White House to discuss uranium enrichment.

Baker says that both he and Pastore want the next

increment of uranium enrichment to be a government
add-on.

However, your senior staff members who have most closely
followed uranium enrichment developments believe we have a
reasonable chance to get legislation which would enable

private industry to build the next increment and future
plants.

LATEST DEVELOPMENT =

1. The GAO Report was made public on October 31. As
we expected, the report recommends that:

a. The next increase of enrichment capacity be
a government add-on at the Portsmouth, Ohioc
plant.

b. A Federal corporation be created to take over
the three existing diffusion plants (at Portsmouth,
Oak Ridge, and Paducah) and the new add-on.

c. Private industry be brought into subsequent
plants, using centrifuge technology.

2 Hearings. Pastore’s staff has recommended that:
Dec 2

a. Hearlngs be scheduled to begin ¥eovembor—18%
with Elmer Staats criticizing the Administration
proposal.



b. ERDA and FEA witnesses be scheduled for
Novemher 19.
Dee. D
c. Other witnesses be heard following the
Thanksgiving recess.

RECOMMENDATION

Max Friedersdorf, Jim Connor and I recommend that Pastore
be asked --

1. To proceed with hearings as soon as possible, and

2. To give major Administration witnesses the
opportunity to present the affirmative case for
the Administrative proposal on the first day of
hearings.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

December 3, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF
JAMES M. CANNON

SUBJECT: Senate Hearings on Uranium Enrichment

As a direct result of your recent phone call to Senator
John Pastore (D-Rhode Island), Chairman of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy, he has scheduled immediate
hearings on our uranium enrichment proposal. (Schedule
attached). Senator Pastore reports that you committed
that the very highest level administration witnesses,
including Secretary Kissinger, would be made available
to 'testify prior to the Christmas recess.

The Committee scheduled nine days of hearings during
December. The State Department and the National Security
Council advise that the Secretary will not be able to

testify during the one of the six days (December 9) on

which the Secretary will be in town. The State Department
-.proposes- that Undersecretary Ingersoll stand in for Kissinger.
Senator Pastore objects strenuously and looks upon such an
arrangement as a blatant breach of his agreement with you.

The Chairman sent word last night that hearings will be
suspended and no further action will be taken on the
legislation until Secretary Kissinger is available.

We strongly urge that you discuss the problem with
Secretary Kissinger and instruct us at your earliest
convenience.



SCHEDULED WITNESSES
URANIUM ENRICHMENT HEARINGS
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy

December 2-9,

December 2, 1975

Robert C. Seamans, Jr.
Robert Fri
William Anders

December 3, 1975

Frank Zarb
Russell Train
Thomas Kauper

December 4, 1975

Steve Gardner
Paul- MacAvoy
John Dunlop

December 9, 1975

Henry Kissinger:
James .Lynn
Alan Greenspan

Elmer Staats

1975

N\

Administrator, ERDA

ERDA

Chairman, Nuclear
Regulatory Commission

FEA

EPA

Justice (Antitrust
Division)

‘Treasury

For Alan Greenspan
Labor

State

OMB

Council of Economic
Advisers

Comptroller General



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

December 10, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR:

FROM:

SUBJECT: URANIUM ENRICHMENT

This is to report on several actions taken to follow up
on our conversation earlier this evening:

. Meeting with the President
I told Jim Connor that you felt it would be best and
most expeditious if you, Jim Lynn and Jim Connor went to
see the President together on the latest Congressional
Review Procedure.

. Attitude of Potential Private Ventures.

I was able to reach only two of the four potentials --

UEA and Centar (Electro-Nucleonics & ARCO). Both reactions

were along the same lines:

- They had expected close public scrutiny.

- They did not have any great fears of the process I
outlined (60 day review; up or down vote).

- They did not expect the review process to be of
particular concern to their partners -- as far as
public disclosure and burden of defense was concerned--
or to potential lenders.

- Both expressed concern about.being put in the position
of negotiating with the Congress. They seemed satisfied
when I indicated that, in order for the process to work,
. ERDA would have to keep the JCAE currently advised

on the status of negotiations so that potential
troublespots could be identified and corrected early,
preferably before contracts were submitted.

. Once contracts were submitted, there would have to
be (a) quick response if new problems developed, or
(b) perhaps, withdrawl of the contract by ERDA until
the problems were resolved and then resubmission for
a new 60 day review period.

Attitudes of John Anderson and Howard Baker
I reached John Anderson through his man on nuclear matters
(Dave Swanson) to discuss two questions:




- Anderson's attitude toward the proposed review
procedure.

- Anderson's guidance on the best way to approach
Senator Baker, recognizing his opposition to
privatization of the next increment(and favoritism
for an add-on pland).

On the first problem, his reaction was clear: He could
see that we might have some problems with the proposal
from an encroachment point of view but though we should
balance this off with recognition that the Congress was
going to insist on a significant role. He then indicated
that he believed it was a workable compromise and that it
would have no problems on the floor.

With respect to Senator Baker, the answer was less clear
and it was not possible to sort Anderson's view from

Swanson's. Briefly, it was that Baker simply was not
likely to come down on this issue in any way that did
not benefit Oak Ridge -- the center of ERDA's enrichment

program; that his strategy would be to force building
an add-on plant and then --once centrifuge plants were
"ready",-- argue that they simply were too risky and
that a Government demonstration plant must first be
built(in Oak Ridge).

He said that he could :.call Baker but he didn't think
it would do any good.

He then suggested that the best approach might be for:

Jim Lynn to call and explain--using the leverage
of the Budget as backup.

He should be informed as to what we planned to do
and not consulted.

He also recommended that the person calling make clear
that we understood why he was taking his position(i.e.,
Oak Ridge interest).

John Anderson is well aware that Howard Baker has been
saying nicer things about the proposal during the past
few days but he(Anderson) still regarded Baker as

committed to avoiding private industrial involvement.

cc: Pat O'Donnell



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

December 11, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: JAMES CANNON

THRU: MAX FRIEDERSDORF /W\ Y
FROM: PATRICK O'DONNELL Q{&
SUBJECT: Secretary Kissinger /Uranium Enrichment Hearings

I spoke with Senator Pastore this morning in order to ascertain his position
on whether or not a uranium compromise might be reached without
Secretary Kissinger having to testify before the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy. Pastore indicated that he is quite upset that Kissinger did not
testify during the last round of hearings and advised that it would be
extremely difficult for the Committee to report the bill without first

having the Secretary of State's testimony and active endorsement,

In view of the fact that over 60% of funding will be derived from foreign
sources, he feels that the Secretary's presence before the Committee
is mandatory. The Senator is presently polling the Committee on this
matter and is certain that a majority of the members share his view,

In short, I ‘d not see any compromise being offered before Congress
- adjourns without Kissinger's testimony.

Incidentally, Pastore mentioned a Merle Lynch proposal which has just
been received by the Committee. The Senator is sending this proposal
to Seamons at ERDA for review and advised active White House
involvement.

cc: Glen Schleede



SIGNATURE
THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
January 18, 1976
MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON
FROM: GL SCHLEEDE
SUBJECT: MEMOS TO THE PRESIDENT

AND  SECRETARY KISSINGER
ON URANIUM ENRICHMENT

You asked for a proposed-memorandum to the
President on the status of his uranium
enrichment proposal, dealing specifically with
Secretary Kissinger's appearance before the
JCAE.

You also asked for a memorandum to the Secretary
which would enclose your memorandum to the
President and ask whether our understanding
about the tentative date for his testimony was
correct.

Both memos are attached.

Recommendation

That you sign the attached memorandum to
Secretary Kissinger.




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

January 18, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: SECRETARY KISSINGER

FROM: JIM CANNON
SUBJECT: TESTIMONY BEFORE THE JOINT

COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY
ON URANIUM ENRICHMENT

The President has asked me for another status report
on his uranium enrichment proposal.

I planned to send him the attached memorandum but
wanted to check with you first to be sure that our
understanding is correct with respect to your testimony
on February 3rd.

Would you please let me know by phone whether it is
correct.









Some items in this folder were not digitized because it contains copyrighted
materials. Please contact the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library for access to
these materials.


































































































